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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections '35 use §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled In the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out his invention. 

Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as based on a 
disclosure which is not enabling. 'Calculating operational cost savings' to be projected, 
critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but not included in the claim(s) is not 
enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229. 188 USPQ 356 (CCPA 
1976). There is no way to determine how to calculate cost savings from reading either 
the claims or the specification. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his Invention. 

Claims 9.10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 9 and 10 include the limitations, "Windows CE compatible" and "Palm 
conipatible". It is improper to use registered names of products as the maker of the 
product could change the product and thus, render the scope of the claims unclear and 
indefinite. 
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Note: For examination purposes, it will be assumed that "Windows CE compatible" is 
'computer operating system compatible' while "Palm compatible" is 'portable computing 
device compatible'. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
pnly if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 2,7-11,13-24,33-35,37-42 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by US PAT 6.429,773 to Schuyler. 

As to claims 1 ,33, Schuyler discloses a production database (fig 8) that receives 
data (fig 1), via a network (23), information concerning at least one, physical 
characteristic of a plurality of tires (fig .5, tire air pressure) of a fleet (col 2, lines 20-22), 
an information management server accessing the data for processing (fig 8), with web 
pages (inherent in that Schuyler discloses using the Internet to access the information, 
col 2, lines 40-45 and col 2, lines 33-36), Schuyler discloses allowing "thin clients" to 
access the system, (thin clients are those who subscribe to the service as best seen in 
fig 8 "garage subscribes to service"). 
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As to claim 39, the data is uploaded to the server (fig 1) and is on a "computer 
readable medium" as the system is performed by computers. 

As to claims 2, Schuyler discloses authenticating the user (col 4, lines 16-19). 

As to claims 17,32 Schuyler discloses launching an Internet browser application 
to perform these steps (fig 1 ). 

As to claims 7,23,24, Schuyler discloses a portable computing device storing at 
least a portion of the fleet tire information which is synchronized via the server (col 1 1 , 
lines 4-8). 

As to claims 8, Schuyler discloses using the computing device to enter data (fig 

7). 

As to claims 9, the device is inherently computer operating system compatible 
as it is a computing device. 

As to claim 10, as Schuyler discloses a portable, computing device, it is inherent 
that the system is compatible with one. 

As to claim 1 1 , the synchronization occurs when the computing device connects 
to the service. 

As to claim 13, Schuyler discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 5). 

As to claim 14, Schuyler does not name his systems, however, Schuyler does 
disclose a function "OLAP" system and a "RDBMS" system to anialyze and respond to 
queries (fig 8), anything received via the Internet is inherently available for downloading 
and printing as receiving information over the Internet is "downloading" and any data a 
computer receives can be printed. 
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As to claim 15, as best understood, Schuyler discloses reporting projected 
savings (via promotions sent to the vehicle owner, as best seen in fig 8). 

As to claim 18, Schuyler discloses requesting and receiving infomnation (fig 2). 

As to claims 19,20,34, it would be inherent that the request contains Information 
identifying a particular fleet or dealer else the customer would receive non-pertinent 
Information, 

As to claim 21 , Schuyler discloses requesting a particular report (fig 2). 

As to claims 22,35, fleet information is submitted, (fig 1) and stored (fig 8) is used 
for a summary report (41 , as best seen in fig 2). 

As to claim 37, anything received via the Internet is inherently downloading as 
receiving information over the Internet is "downloading". 

As to claim 38, it would be inherent that a fleet profile is created as the system is 
shown to be used for multiple fleets (col 6, lines 2-8). 

As to claim 40, the information is transmitted via the Internet. 

As to claim 41 , as Schuyler discloses authentication (as previously discussed), 
there would inherently be "infonnation entry fields" that would pertain to a particular fleet 
(that which the user is 'authenticated' to peruse) and the profile infomnation is stored at 
the local database (fig 1 ). 

As to claims 41 ,16, Schuyler discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 

5). 

As to claim 42, Schuyler discloses receiving a particular report (fig 2). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 3-6,12,25-32, 36 and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schuyler. 

Schuyler discloses'a method and system as discussed above. 

As to claim 3, Schuyler discloses various "skins" which are changed depending 
on the client's preferences (col 6, lines 28-44), it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to allow the "skins" to be in the language preferred by the client to 
allow for the system to be used in multiple countries in the language preferred in each 
country by each customer. 

As to claim 4, Schuyler discloses knowing the various localities of the fleets to 
track those facilities which would be closest (col 9, line 54- col 10. line 2), therefore, It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to further use regional 
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databases with locality information to decrease the amount of information stored in each 
database in order to make them more easily searchable. 

As to claim 5, the Internet is a global network, thereby meeting the limitations as 
claimed. 

As to claim 6, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have a 
regional server containing the regional database to ease costs. 

As to claims 12 and 43, voice recognition software is old and well known and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to use voice recognition software to allow the 
system to be more flexible and easy to use for people who prefer such software, 
especially as Schuyler discloses various "skins" for customizing to the customer's 
preferences. 

As to claim 25, it is old and well known to print reports, therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to print the report to provide a hard-copy 
in case of computer failure. 

As to claim 26, Schuyler does not specifically mention entering physical 
inspection of individual tires. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to allow the user to upload inspection data on tires to allow the system to contain 
more accurate information. 

As to claim 27, it is old and well known to print reports, therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to print the report to provide a hard-copy 
in case of computer failure. 
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As to claim 28, the information is uploaded using the portable computing device 
(as previously discussed). 

As to claim 29, Schuyler does not specifically mention storing the data at the 
management server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
store the data at the management server as the information is shown to pass through 
the server to be provide and this would centrally retain a copy of the report in case of 
dispute with the customer. 

As to claim 30, anything received via the Internet is inherently downloading as 
receiving information over the Internet is "downloading". 

As to claims 31,43, voice recognition software is old and well known and 
therefore, it would have been obvious to use voice recognition software to allow the 
system to be more flexible and easy to use for people who prefer such software, 
especially as Schuyler discloses various "skins" for customizing to the customer's 
preferences. 

As to claim 32, Schuyler discloses a graphical illustration of the vehicle (fig 5). 

As to claim 36, Schuyler does not specifically mention storing the data at the 
management server. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
store the data at the management server as the information is shown to pass through 
the server to be provide and this would centrally retain a copy of the report in case of 
dispute with the customer. 

Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. US PAT 6,662,091 to Wilson et al. discloses a method of tracking 
the conditions of the tires of a fleet using the Internet. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Fisher whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6804. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 7:30am-5:00pm alt Fri. off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Weiss can be reached on 574-272-6812. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications Is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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